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DETAILED ACTION 

In view of the Appeal Brief filed 10 November 2008, the Final Office Action mailed 20 March 
2006 has been withdrawn. A new Office Action follows. Applicant's submission filed on 18 
August 2006 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sridhar 
(U.S. Patent 5,778,1 18) in view of Park et al. (U.S. Patent Application Pub. 2002/0067526 Al). 

Regarding claims 19 and 21, Sridhar discloses in FIG. 1 an add/drop node and method 
capable of adding or dropping at least one optical channel of a WDM signal. The add/drop node 
(FIG. 1) comprises an optical coupler 20 for receiving and coupling a WDM input signal to both 
a drop transmission path (first path) and a through transmission path (second path) within the 
add/drop node (col. 4, lines 10-21), an optical splitter 62 coupled to the drop transmission path 
60 for optically separating the WDM signal into a plurality of optical channels wherein one or 
more of the plurality of optical channels are selectively dropped from the WDM input signal 
(col. 5, line 64-col. 6, line 2), a first wavelength blocking element 40 coupled to the through 
transmission path 50 for selectively blocking the one or more optical channels being selectively 
dropped so that only optical channels not being dropped at the add/drop node are passed on the 
through transmission path (col. 5, lines 2-5), an add transmission path (third path) 83, an optical 
combiner 82 for combining a plurality of optical channels to form a WDM add signal and a 
combiner 30 coupled to each of the add and through transmission paths for combining the add 
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signal with optical channels in the through transmission path to generate a WDM output signal 
for transmission from the add/drop node (col. 4, lines 20-24). 

The difference between Sridhar and the claimed invention is that Sridhar does not teach a 
second wavelength blocking element for selectively blocking optical channels that are passed 
along in the through transmission path. Park et al. shows in FIG. 2 a add filter 271 for selectively 
blocking optical channels that are passed along in the through transmission path. Park et al. 
teaches in paragraph [0028] the reflection type filter consists of the reflection filters 
corresponding to N-m wavelengths where N is the wavelengths of the WDM input signal at the 
input port of the add/drop node and m is the dropped wavelengths. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Park et al. with the add/drop node of 
Sridhar because the add filter eliminates optical noise and avoid wavelength collision 
(paragraphs [0023] and [0028] of Park et al). Thus it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a block filter for blocking 
channels that are not to be added, as taught by Park et al, in the add/drop node of Sridhar 
because the add filter eliminates optical noise and avoids wavelength collision. 

Regarding claims 20 and 22, Sridhar teaches in col. 9, lines 53-55 to use tunable filter for 
dynamically configuring selective blocking function. 

3. Claims 1-2, 9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sridhar and Park et al. as applied to claims 19-22 above, and further in view of Danagher et al. 
(U.S. Patent 5,959,749). 

Sridhar and Park et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 19-22. Regarding 
claim 1, Sridhar teaches in col. 4, lines 31-35 equalizing gain. The difference between Sridhar 
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and Park et al. and the claimed invention is that Sridhar fails to teach equalizing gain on a per- 
channel basis. Danagher et al. teaches in FIG. 2 a configuration for dynamically equalizing gains 
in a per-channel basis. Danagher et al. teaches in col. 7, lines 4-10 that the attenuators 115 can 
be controlled based on the estimated power of all the individual optical channels, thereby to 
equalize the optical power spectrum of WDM signal. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to combine the teaching of Danagher et al. with the modified add/drop node and 
method of Sridhar and Park et al. because adjusting each channel individually allows accurate 
equalization according to any desired shape. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to equalize power spectrum of the WDM signal 
on a per-channel basis, as taught by Danagher et al, in the modified add/drop node and method 
of Sridhar and Park et al. because adjusting each channel individually allows accurate 
equalization according to any desired shape. 

4. Claims 4-8 and 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et al. as applied to claims 1-2, 9 and 12 above, and further in 
view of Thomas et al. (U.S. Patent 6,429,974 Bl). 

Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 1- 
2, 9 and 12. Regarding claim 4, the difference between Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et al. 
and the claimed invention is that Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et al. do not teach an 
interleaver for separating the WDM input signal into first and second groups. Thomas et al. 
teaches in FIG. 12 an add/drop system using an interleaver I for separating the WDM input 
signal into first and second groups so that optical channels in each of the groups are spaced apart 
by at least one wavelength as illustrated in FIG. 10. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
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been motivated to combine the teaching of Thomas et al. with the modified add/drop node and 
method of Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et al. because it supports batch processing of a group 
of channels with common components, e.g., express routing path for a group of channels. Thus it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use interleaver to separate WDM signal into first and second channel groups, as taught by 
Thomas et al., in the modified add/drop node and method of Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et 
al. because it supports batch processing of a group of channels with common components. 

Regarding claims 5 and 6, Thomas et al. shows in FIG. 10 optical channels in each of the 
first and second groups are spaced apart by at least one wavelength, wherein the first group 
includes optical channels having an odd channel number and the second group includes optical 
channels having an even channel. 

Regarding claims 7-8, Thomas et al. shows in FIG. 12 an express routing path (pass- 
through). Thomas et al. also teaches in FIG. 13 express routing path 1314 where channels cannot 
be dropped. 

Regarding claims 10-11, Thomas et al. teaches in FIG. 14 interleavers for separating the 
WDM input signal in the drop transmission path into at least two groups of optical channels 
according to a prescribed pattern so that channel spacing between optical channels is increased 
(see Thomas et al, col. 6, line 66-col. 7, line 8) 

5. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sridhar, 
Park et al. and Danagher et al. as applied to claims 1-2, 9 and 12 above, and further in view of 
Bouevitch et al. (U.S. Patent 6,498,872 B2). 


Application/Control Number: 09/896,248 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2613 

Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 1- 
2, 9 and 12. The difference between Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et al. and the claimed 
invention is that Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et al. do not teach a dynamic gain equalizer. 
Bouevitch et al. teaches in FIG. 1 a dynamic gain equalizer that combines a 
multiplexer/demultiplexer and switch/attenuator as a compact device. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Bouevitch et al. with the modified 
add/drop node and method of Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et al. because the dynamic gain 
equahzer of Bouevitch et al. is compact and compatible with a plurality of parallel input/output 
optical waveguides. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the dynamic gain equalizer Bouevitch et al. in the modified 
add/drop node and method of Sridhar, Park et al. and Danagher et al. because the dynamic gain 
equahzer of Bouevitch et al. is compact and compatible with a plurality of parallel input/output 
optical waveguides. 

6. Claims 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sridhar, 
Park et al, Danagher et al. and Bouevitch et al. as apphed to claims 13-14 above, and further in 
view of Thomas et al. (U.S. Patent 6,429,974 Bl). 

Sridhar, Park et al, Danagher et al. and Bouevitch et al. have been discussed above in 
regard to claims 13-14. Regarding claim 16, the difference between Sridhar, Park et al. and 
Danagher et al. and the claimed invention is that Sridhar, Park et al, Danagher et al. and 
Bouevitch et al. do not teach an interleaver for separating the WDM input signal into first and 
second groups. Thomas et al. teaches in FIG. 12 an add/drop system using an interleaver I for 
separating the WDM input signal into first and second groups so that optical channels in each of 
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the groups are spaced apart by at least one wavelength as illustrated in FIG. 10. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Thomas et al. with the 
modified add/drop node and method of Sridhar, Park et al, Danagher et al. and Bouevitch et al. 
because it supports batch processing of a group of channels with common components, e.g., 
express routing path for a group of channels. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use interleaver to separate WDM signal into 
first and second channel groups, as taught by Thomas et al, in the modified add/drop node and 
method of Sridhar, Park et al, Danagher et al. and Bouevitch et al. because it supports batch 
processing of a group of channels with common components. 

Regarding claim 17, Thomas et al. shows in FIG. 12 an express routing path (pass- 
through). Thomas et al. also teaches in FIG. 13 express routing path 1314 where channels cannot 
be dropped. 

Regarding claim 18, Thomas et al. teaches in FIG. 14 interleavers for separating the 
WDM input signal in the drop transmission path into at least two groups of optical channels 
according to a prescribed pattern so that channel spacing between optical channels is increased 
(see Thomas et al, col. 6, line 66-col. 7, line 8) 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-2, 9 and 12-14 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

8. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 19-22 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The Applicant argues: 
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For example, in column 7, lines 7-18 Sridhar states: "Although the added optical 
channels are depicted as corresponding to the wavelengths blocked... this is not a 

requirement " and "the optical signals which are added do not contact the optical 

filtering elements..." and yet further ".. an arbitrary number of optical channels may be 
added...; the wavelengths ...do not need to correspond to the wavelengths of the channels 
blocked In sum, rather than suggest a relationship between the channels that are 
added in an add path and those that are passed along in a through path Sridhar goes out 
of its way to state that there is no relationship (see also, column 6, lines 38-43). Thus, to 
combine Sridhar with Park would require Sridhar' s principle of operation to be changed. 
This is impermissible. 

The Applicant's argument is not persuasive because "this is not a requirement" does not 
imply "the added optical channels must not correspond to the wavelength locked". Therefore, 
the combination does not change the principle of operation. Furthermore, col. 6, lines 38-43 of 
Sridhar refer to the relationship between the dropped channels and the channels blocked by 
optical filter 40. It is common sense that the basic relationship for WDM is that when two WDM 
signals are to be combined, the two WDM signals must not have common wavelengths, 
otherwise, wavelength collision occurs and the signals will be corrupted. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shi K. Li whose telephone number is 571 272-303 1 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (7:30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan can be reached on 571 272-3022. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

ski 

23 January 2009 


/Shi K. Li/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2613 


